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SERIES 0 and D 


The arc In the terminal curre of the email letter M t H Is 
wider In moat of the Imprints of this letter In the Hies 
Standards 46-B, 37 and T.T than In the Imprints of this 
letter by #N230099, and the line of the curre follows a 
different pattern. 


Kisseloff-24292 







































SERIES 0 and D 


The aro In the terminal ourre of the small letter "t* le 
wider in most of the imprints of this letter in the Hiss 
Standards 4-6-B, 37 and T.T than in the imprints of this 
letter toy #N230099, and the line of the curre follows a 
different pattern. 
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SERIES D 126X) 















































SERIES E 


The angles where the lower eerlph and the loop, 
respectively, meet the right leg are different in 
the imprints of #11230099 from those in the Hiss 
Standards 46 -B, 37 aod TT. 
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HISS STANDARDS 



H 230099 MACHINE 


Kisseloff-24297 












































SERIES r 

The differences between the inprints of this letter in 
the Hies Standards 46-B, 37 and TT, and the imprints 
in the typing from #11230099, are nost dearly shown in 
the angles where the ssriphs meet the left and right 
leg and where the loop meets the left upright* 
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SERIES A and B 


The clear-out sharp angles which are almost always apparent 
at the Juncture of the seriphs and the legs of the small 
letter *y w In the Hiss Standards 46 -B, 37 and TT are almost 
always blurred and Indistinct In the Imprints of this letter 
by N230099. The left leg of the small letter "y* appears to 
nest the main staff of the letter at a higher point in the 
Imprints of this letter In the Hiss Standards than In the 
Imprints made by #H 230099 . This difference makes the 
descender of the small letter *y H longer In the Hiss Standards 
than It does In the Imprints from #N 230099 . There Is a break 
or cut in the type faoe of the terminal arc in the descender 
Of the small letter "y" In #N 230099 which does not appear in 
the other two sets of documents. This defeot helps to 
obscure the difference between the length of the descender 
of the w y i in the #N230099 machine and that of the *y H in 
the Hiss Standards where the type faoe is continuous In 
this terminal eurre. It also tends to confuse mlorometrlo 
comparisons between the letter "y" as it appears in the 
Baltimore Documents and as It appears in specimens from 
# 11230099 . 
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HISS STANDARDS 



K 2J0099 MACHINE 
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SERIES F 

The differences between the Imprints of this letter in 
the Hiss Standards 46 -B, 37 and TT, and the imprints 
in the typing from #*1230099, are most dearly shown in 
the angles where the seriphs meet the left and right 
leg and where the loop meets the left upright* 
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SERIES F (15X) 
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SERIES E 


The angles where the lower eeriph and the loop, 
respectively, meet the right leg are different In 
the Imprints of #N23°°99 from those In the Hiss 
Standards 4-6-B, 37 and 
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SERIES 0 and D 


The are in the terminal curve of the email letter H* ie 
wider in moet of the imprints of this letter in the Hies 
Standards 46-B, 37 and T.T than in the imprints of this 
letter by #N 230099 , and the line of the curve follows a 
different pattern. 
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SCTIta 0 and 0 


The are In ths terelnal oqrve of the email letter "t* it 
wider in aost of tht ieprinte of thl> let tor in the Hlea 
Standards 46-B, 37 and T? than In the Imprints of this 
Isttsr by 230099, and the line of the curre follows a 
different pattern. 
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HISS STANDARDS 





















































3ERIBS A and B 

The clear-cut sharp angles which are almost always apparent 
at the Juncture of the serlphs and the legs of the small 
letter *y" In the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT are almost 
always blurred and Indistinct In the Imprints of this letter 
by N230099* The left leg of the small letter *y* appears to 
meet the main staff of the letter at a higher point In the 
Imprints of this letter In the Hiss Standards than In the 
ImprlntA made by #*<230099. This difference makes the 
desoender of the small letter "y H longer In the Hiss Standards 
than it does In the Imprints from #N23<5099. There Is a break 
or out In the type faoe of the terminal aro In the descender 
of the small letter *y" In #N230099 which does not appear In . 
the other two sets of documents. This defeot helps to 
obscure the difference between the length of the descender 
of the "y* In the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" In 
the Hiss Standards where the type faoe la continuous In 
this terminal eurwe. It also tends to oonfuse mlor©metric 
comparisons between the letter *y" as It appears In the 
Baltimore Documents and as it appears In specimens from 
#N230099* 
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SERIES A and B 

The clear-cut sharp angle* which are almost always apparent 
at the Juncture of the serlphs and the legs of the small 
letter V 1 » the Hiss Standards 46 -B, 37 and TT are almost 
always blurred and Indistinct In the Imprints of this letter 
by K230099* The left leg of the small letter "y* appears to 
meet the main staff of the letter at a higher point In the 
Imprints of this letter In the Hiss Standards than in the 
Imprints made b y #11230099. This difference makes the 
descender of the small letter *y" longer In the Hiss Standards 
than It does In the Imprints from #N230099. There Is a break 
or cut In the type faoe of the terminal arc in the descender 
of the small letter "y" in #H230099 which does not appear in 
the other two sets of documents. This defeot helps to 
obscure the difference between the length of the descender 
of the *y" In the #N230099 machine and that of the "y" in 
the Hiss Standards where the type faoe is continuous in 
this terminal curve. It also tends to oonfuse mlorometrio 
comparisons between the letter ”y" as It appears in the 
Baltimore Documents and as it appears in specimens from 
#H 230099 . 
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The clear-cut sharp angles which are almost always apparant 
at the Juncture of the serlphs and the lege of the email 
letter *y" In the Hies Standards 46-B, 37 and TT are almost 
always blurred and lndlstlnot In the Imprints of this letter 
by N230099. The left leg of the small letter *y" appears to 
meet the main staff of the letter at a higher point In the 
Imprints of this letter In the Hiss Standards than In the 
Imprints made by #N230099. This difference makes the 
deeoender of the small letter N y* longer In the Hiss Standards 
than It does In the Imprints from #H230099* There le a break 
or out In the type faoe of the terminal aro In the desoender 
of the small letter "y* In #N230099 which does not appear In . 
the other two sets of documents. This defeot helps to 
obscure the difference between the length of the descender 
of the "y* In the #8230099 machine and that of the "y" In 
the Hiss Standards where the type face Is continuous In 
this terminal curve. It aleo tends to oonfuee mlorometrlo 
comparisons between the letter "y” as It appears In the 
Baltimore Documents and as It appears In specimens from 
#N230099. 
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BALTIMORE DOCUMENTS 
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EXHIBIT 1-0 


■ MtkfM, OF MtTfOMC I '% 

' : ' •" I'* **#* ' • • 

couirt of is* tout 1 

. ’T SSSW tt-# Jr * \ 

♦ ^ n j •**# . 

* ItS&nr IlM' SSRLIdAt being drily sworn, dsposSS 

and says* '-- '; .v ’' 

# * 4 * * c * 

• Hr name If Evelyn Seltser Ehrlich* X live ft 
l|X? Beacon Street# Boston. „ Ifcr msffisd name if Kra* Willism 
Ehrlich* X ant i graduate of the University of Pennsylvania 

where I studied architecture and received the degree Of 

***• - - 

Bachelor of Pino Arte if 1929. Excepting for two year* 
daring the war# from 1934 until 1951 I was on the staff 
Of the Fogg ?<!uee\az of Aft* Harvard University# as a part 
time worker* While there# as a member of the Department 
of Conservation and Ho search# my special field of activity 

J 

and Investigation waS concerned with the technical examina¬ 
tion and conservation of prints# drawings# manuscripts and 
typography* Xn the course of my work and under the auspices 
of the Fogg Kuo oust X was engaged from 1940 to 1951 in an 
Intensive investigation concerned with the detection of 
spurious prints* In this connection I devoted part of my 
work to the development of visual techniques of presentation 
to Illustrate the pertinent technical details In the 
detection of deceptive imprints and typography* X have 
summarized thla print research project in a book entitled 
"The Detection of Spurious Prints" which is now in manu¬ 
script form in the hands of Harvard University* 

An articlo which X wrote and illus trated des¬ 
cribing the us© of photomicrography as a research tool for 
tbo detection of deceptive rare book facsimiles was pub¬ 
lished In the Harvard Library Bulletin# Vol* IV# Ho* 1# 
Winter 1950# and was recently rcpflntod in the Journal 
of the Rational Archives of India# Vol. IV# Ho* 1* 
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IXKI7IT I-C 



















L&l 


*** *W«rtter ehleh hr, HU« M n~~| - r| | 

•* •® rt ^ “ «"*« b. into think! 

It ni the Klee typeerlter that had bam ---■* ' H. . 

b*< In Ui poeseeelon the *oede*o#fc»»dtin* 4,* 

to her. be!*** to tto HI,..,, and that he M ^ 

ned. .hick h» hep,,, ^ , bu 


nwsli ayo to help him **»&» 


vptoumu fTOD thft t an iiaa M^. * . ■ 

■ ••• ®te»tfcOF thoy 8*0031 %$ 

told apart, 

1 ;,* 8f ** a ** 40 niu '* — ® a " faster 14 , 19SH n 

ton* «»t ne tone amp lee typed on the ■HdM Ba M 
«« the faoelnlle -Mhjne ehleh bed bM altered to laltat 
It. *».. amaplea -re aarlad or ..peretrt An any euy 
to todleete thleh aoohlne bed been need to type any tadlvi. 
<hal document. Shan 1 eaudned then 1 me etnak by the 
extraordinary degree of eimiarlty ehleh lad been otideee* 
in the typefeoe of thaw too naohlaea. Hoeerer, Ban 1 
exanlned the eeqplee nor. eerefnlly under . aloroeoop* 
(negnlfleatlon 3M) r found a fee ooneletent de tail, of 
llfferene. ehleh appoarod to oak. It poa.lble to eepante 
bh... ample. into tat grofee. Apart Froa Mae. fee e loro . 
aeople details I found that an oaaalngly faithful 
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♦ * * S ' . ' \ '} 

* ~ . * - r 4 


^ J* fi * ***** ' ®* TP*** 1 **?* 

pmmim +tm *uti*ftt& ***« >* *■**«**■* ***<>.••**• 
It* tihg ***** m& *$** ^ Mi f< * % w* 1 ** 

ofslmllftr. iother* £&&•'**&&& docuniottta to bw photographed 
TMder oonditlont aft uoftrly identic*! ft* 1* possible* By 
taking th* photography of these detail* through ft microscope 
It was poaaible td obtain ft magnified Image of each letter 
without the usual kind of distortion which ip Inherent in 
most, types of photographic enlarging end copying; processes. 
Duplicate prints of Series A were also copied 


with a Polaroid camera and Polaroid film. This was done 
without any further enlargement of the photomicrograph, and 
made it possible for ell duplicate prints to be made with 
the same precision controls of printing and developing as 
the originals. However, it will be noted that the duplicates 
(as in all photographs of photographs)’ do not show some of 
the fine details which can be seen on the original photo¬ 
micrographs. 

The Original set of these photomicrographs of 
similar, characters from both machines is attached to the 
original of this affidavit and a set of the duplicates is 

attached to ah executed carbon hereof* 

I have not indicated which machine was used to 

type these individual characters in Series A. However, 
each of the photographs is identified by a number and I 
have carefully noted the machine used for its typing and 
the document from which the detail wae made In a code book 

which is in my possession* 

After this experiment was made Hr* Lane suggested 

that I read the testimony given by the Government’s expert, 
Mr* Ramos C* Feehan, in the second trial in the Hiss case, 
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U' 


\ v . , ■ 

ml* |^n iirt it the — 

applied t» d—e—*—tin* t* th* !•»**? 
the Paltimer* Biwirti ii* *» pm <il ii i» i Hi 

on th* saw* naahln*. I I— 4 mi —e*—d *tT 


opinion t—t —y d—i—wa* —port, tin* rii«irif1r 

who •p'pll** «kM» — criteria to *» — » 1 f oon* 


a* by Hr* -Inn* ’••*44 —h the- wuiiil—V— that 4 alatflo 
had been *—d to typo ell of **—« E*> 


t«& »epar*te character* appearing both It tti seltT—rv 
Tutfriwpnf* and lb tfad Hit* at • iidar ill ■ and jwitttlt pit PWOUbf 


deflations lb fee. t»* group* of d—*** Omlfctooirid— 
b* eoneluded that m *in«X* «-M— hi* be— —ed. It It U 
Opinion that Hr, La—** tot —*hl—* *«mt*in 
similar deflations than «Ua ton whidb*** d ?** 11 * 4 

to Jmatify hi* teetlnony *t tho trial* tool— —t* of 

indifidual characters from these toe noth in — in ****** d 


us*d to illutpsti * fow_ of tho s imil ar 40*1*110—# 

It would bo poooibia to prorido a similar —rto* for almost 

•Tory character on tho amchinea* 

1* * second problem, Mr* Lane —ltd no to noko * 
study Of specimens from the eO**csHed Hie* machine *nd~bO f 
compere thei, if po-ibla, with *omo of W phot-opio* of 
the Baltimore Documents and aleo the photocoplea of th* 

Hi— documents which war* u*ed a* Qofernment .atasd—d** 
thl* purpose I waa glwen photocop lea of the Baltimore Boou^ 
menta dated Berlin, Feb, 12, 1933, pari*, fib* 16, 1933# 
end Paris, Feb. 16, 1933* I wa* al*o ^wan photoeoplea Of 
the four HI— document* which were need »l <Jo—rnment 
standard*. 

Certain kinds of difference* and similarities 
in • questioned document can be dedueed from * photocopy 
of the document used as a standard, i*e., alignment, slant, 

sp»«lns< fuid position of th*. l*tt*r. How.«r, I h.li*T* 
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tha t | final jad|pint about ilailtr ilriltittw and 1^®*^ . 
slstent differences In typography can only ba reliable if 
it ia ibattl on * comparison of the questioned docasMStk with 


|fcf original copy of the material meed as a standard#.- t 
Imr* not had assess to tbs original copies of the doecaenta 

nantlcased ebore* tmt nakiog allo*aB«ea for tha dA g . l Sf f> a»>. 

* ★ * 

cf 'Vos phot os opying pr es ses which was aped .for • 

Met standard fc4-B» X Ob**ryed certain differ***** : 

of the letters in this iotn — nt and tfc* *£*&•» typed %, 
the assailed Mas nashiae in Mrs tan*** psMW^hr * fy' . 
fluid that the pfcsteeepi** of the other- Mo* MdMwty, oil 
ths. Baltinere fcsrasnt* Shiah* hade*s*l*sd **** V 

tsrtfd by the eepylng proses* that 'they ns* 1 * to* ijdddddrahd 

4 ✓ 

_ i 'am Md* * #»***<i im i H i w **■ 

0 f staadiorA f ' MW M nt yfriblt W*«) «*d •faiMiM 

• «f ft** «w m-mU*1'bW «*•**“• i» • 

|lf ,—.. . «, ttw Wurt»'«f » M Nf 

torn* it 1. *otirtl7 **•»«** «W* «w »«—It* ' 
ftl- 'mm !Mifil»1~r in *r. L*n* f « ^jMpanfri** i* **t '®W 

«■• tdi fe» tjrf* tb* »W ***M*®*» tM» 

, r - T -.— „ *7 (tMmttn tf tMrtata ««•>««» "W* 4 ■ 

u.,^ .^1.1. T» illMtmU thM I 

aMk 7bot(Mlorag»pb« in tb» MM MW «* *•*!•» ** >»* 

nt hi|ktf ugaiflsttiMt {iji nnd l| i)* BMt# BXM 



* 




attached as Saris* B*-l throng 
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v i. /* > 


. x wclc* f*r **wcple# the fallowing differences* 

X* tiwri 1# «« *» thetypofac* of the 

dsa s u de r Bt'l&m. small latte* *y* la ill of the 
laqsyinta of this letter by the eo-callad Hitt 
Hfl£itia*> fb*r* It do apparent break in the 
deeaender of tbit lettc* V tyyt in th© i^printt 
of tbit letter seen in the photocopy of the 
Hitt standard. 

So* pbotmaierograph** Swric* B-lv 

w, There it * couplet* breefc in the. deacender of the 
n*in elttnnt of the small letter "p" in about 90# 
of th* tint* which thi# letter appear* in the 
MMbXtji ’terjH§4 Alidad Hxis ^wkchin#% Th« 

photocopies of -the Hitt, document girt no indication, 
of thit particular deterioration in the' small letter 

• *p* # 

<# 

See photomicrographs, Series B-2. 

M. In almost all Of the imprinta of the letter ’•a*' in 
the photocopy of the Hitt document the highe st 
port of the loops appears to be farther to the • 
right and slightly different in shape than the 
Mere rounded loops of the small letter ”sr in the 
Samples typed by the ao-cwlled Hiss machine* 

See photomicrographs. Series B-jU 

n* the lower right seriph of the small letter "u" 
appears to be horizontal in almost a third of the 
tines Which thi* letter appears in the photocopy 
Cf the H£at document* while it appears to be con¬ 
sistently slanted downward at an angle in the 
imprints of this letter made by the so-called Hiss 
machine* The attachment of this lower right seriph 
to the main element Of the letter appears abnormal 
in the so-called Hiss machine. The printing surface 
of this seriph seems to be aet on a lower level 
tbMn the typeface of the rest of the letter. The 
upper seripha of this letter also often appear 
slanted at a different angle in the imprints of 
this letter in the Hiss document from those made by 
the so-called Hiss machine. 

See photomicrographs. Scries B—I4-. 

d. seriph *.t the foot of the terminal element of 

the small latter "d* is manifest horizontally, 
apparently at full length* in about a third of the 
Imprints of this letter in the Hiss document. This 
seriph' at the foot of the right side of the letter 
*d* i# manifest only occasionally, and then very 
short in length, in the imprints of this letter 
found In the samples typed by the so-called Hiss 
machine. 

Sea photomicrographs. Series B-5* 
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■ t* ’fha width af the. am lm tha IwIH awwwe of the 
.- *arill X#tt*m *y • wmra Older 1» »oit of **a . 

Isprlnta or this letter la Hm yhot o< »»l ii »f the 
wit** asfsmeat thiii ia tht lasMati of chit letter 
mftd* Ikr thi MNiin*# KLm MMtfadiMu 
# . - ' , 

, Sit . Series 1M&* - 

1 * : * 1 ’ 

n* the aeriph on tte right feeft of the letter *& ' 
appears to be herlsemtal in the imprints of this 
' leVtsr In the pieteeepy or tit* Hie* 4iwwiwit, 

, |i the iaqprints of this letter made Vy ti» i o oi IU I 
Sias mashlne this right eeriph in almost always 
• slanted at a downward angle* 

da* photodftzo^aphi, ItriM T5-7* 

However, fair the reason* already stated, mgr 
observations eould to more complete If X safe ia a politico, 
to examine the original 4oianati« X sheuld add that In 
examining the similar deviation* mentioned by Hr* 9*sham 
on tho photocopy of tho HI*a docwa wy which, mas tho only oao 
of thoso furnished to me that mao a clear enough photocopy 
for ms to make any uae of, I observed that the deviations 
described .for some of Hr* Fsshan* a ehosen exaraplea mars not 
consistent throughout this standard* fan of tho deviation* 
mare not oonalatent for over thirty par cant of the time* 
the letter me* need so far a* mas apparent frost this 


document* 


Sworn to before me this 


q)z& 


day of January, 1952* 



Hvelyn Ssltser Khrlieh 
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|ot*ry Public forth* StiieofNowYst 
"Qualified in New Yek CmIW 
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Cat*. Filed with Co. Clks.. lOncand^ 
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SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF CHESTER T» LANE 


IN SUPPORT F MOTION F 

0 




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FEW YORK 



S TATE OF 'JEN YORK ) 

; ss. t 

C073TI* 0^ H33T YORK ) 


C rim Inal Mo* C“123-l|0 


CE iSTER T. MS, being d'ly sworn, deposes and. says: j 

I am an attorne' r at law, a t ember of the firm of neer, j 
Ricnards, Lane Haller, attorneys for Alger Hiss, the ! 

defendant herein, ana am in charge of this case for my firm# : 

I 

This is my second supplemental affidavit in support of the , 
defendant*s pending motion for a new trial on the * round of ' 

j 

newly discovered, evidence under Rule 33 of the Federal Rules > 


of Criminal Procedure# 
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THE BALTIMORE DOCUMENTS 

The damning evidence in this case——the evidence with¬ 
out vr.iicn there would have been no case worth considering— 
was tne so-called r .alti ore Documents* These four small 
handwritten notes -on scratch-pad paper and sixty-five type¬ 
written sheets, copying or paraphrasing or summarizing State 
Department documents dated in the first three months of 
2933 , were Chambers’s bombshell in his defense to the libel 

















action which Alger Hiss had brought against hiin in the 
federal court in Baltimore* They were part, he said, of 
the fruits of an espionage operation in which he and Algor 
Hiss had been engaged together from 1934 to 1938* The 
handwritten notes (Baltimore Documents 1-4) were apparently 
in Al£er Hiss*s handwriting, and Alger, he claimed, had giv¬ 
en tnem to him; the typewritten pages (Baltimore Documents 
5-47) he said had been typed by Priscilla Hiss for Alger 
on the family typewriter from State Department documents 
Alger had brought home overnight for the purpose* The 
defense conceded Alger Hisses handwriting on the four small 
memoranda, and did not contest the Governments expert testi¬ 
mony that the typed sheets had been typed on the same machine 
as had been used for the so-called Hiss Standards—letters, 
etc*, unquestionably written on the Hiss family typewriter 
from 1931 to 1937. 

There was, of course, other evidence* There were the 
two developed microfilm strips that House Committee investi¬ 
gators found, wrapped one in another in wax paper,' in the 

* 

hollowed out pumpkin to whicn Chambers led them iat his 
.Vestminster, Maryland, farm on December 2, 1948 (H* 703-9, 
713)* Bach of tne fifty-eight frames in the two strips 
was a photographed page of an original State Department 
document* These microfilms were melodramatically effective; 
documents of state, found at night by Congressional investi¬ 
gators in a pumpkin paten, presented such an exciting in¬ 
congruity that all of Chambers * s "proofs” of his charge, 
including the typed and handwritten sheets he produced In 
the Baltimore libel suit, became popularly and inaccurately 
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known a 3 the "pumpkin Papers”. But intrinsically, and 
evidentially, the microfilm strips were insignificant* 

There was only Chambers's word for it that tne originals 
which were photographed had come to him from Algel* Hiss. 

Ten frames (covering Baltimore Exhibits 54 and 55) were 
photographs of copies of three State Department cables 
which had passed through Alger Biss's office and been 
initialled' by him. The other forty-eight were photographs - 
of a group of papers related to a proposed trade agreement 
with Germany; the subject matter fell in the province of 
Alger Hiss and his chief. Assistant Secretary Sayre, but 
the particular copies photographed were not the ones which 
would normally have gone through the Hlss-Sayre office (see 
Defendant's Brief on Appeal, pp* 14*20). The microfilms by 
themselves would have been negligible as proof that Alger 
Hiss was giving out State Department secrets; they were 
important only as the capstone of the edifice which Chambers 
had started to build with the typed Baltimore Documents* 

There was the typewriter, too*. In my first and second 
affidavits in support of this motion I have spoken of how 
the Government used the typewriter as dramatic visual evi¬ 
dence of Hiss's guilt—even though the Government made no 
effort at the trials to show that this particular typewriter 
in evidence (Woodstock #N230099) was the original Eiss 

i 

typewriter* The typewriter was awfully effective* 

And there was Edith Murray—the mysterious maid kept 
under wraps by the Government' until the last day of the 
second trial, when the defense would have no chance to find 
out, and show the jury, whether what she said was truth, 
or imagination, or distorted recollection* Edith Murray 
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said she had seen the Hisses and the Chamberses visit 
together fourteen years earlier; she said she Saw Alger 
at Chambers’s home for three or four minutes, cjnce, that 
long ago, and certainly remembered him* She w$s effective, 
too* 

But these evidences were only effective because they 

tended to confirm Chambers’s basic proofs, the Baltimore | 

Documents—the typed and Handwritten documents that Chambers I 

finally put up at the libel suit deposition hearing in i 

Baltimore. Handwritten notes like Baltimore Documents 1— 4 . j 

might easily have been stolen off someone’s desk, or out of ! 

someone’s wastebasket; but zixe typewritten sh ets were really 

important. They seemed to have been typed on tne hiss family 

typewriter—the one Priscilla had been given by her fatner ' 

l 

in 1932 or 1933 and which she and Alger had certainly had 
around until late 1937 or early 1933. The Doveroment- expert ' 

said they had been. The defense had. no proof fcnat tnej had I 

i 

not been. The jur obviously concluded that they had been, 
and bor that reason convicted Alger niss. 

Ky earlier affidavits in support of this motion have 
de'-'lt at lengt with tne typewriter. I nave s iO<m that 
Chambers co Md have created a fake typewriter to forgo his 1 
Baltimore Documents vith, and now ,:e could have done so* I 1 
have offered proof not only that the machine in evidence, 
Tifoodstock .,11230099* Is not t _e original Mss family type- 

i 

writer, b-’t that it is itself a deliberately fabricated 
machine—leavi ig no possible inference ’exit that tx-e typed j 
Baltimore Documents are forgeries. I have tendered evidence 1 
that Sditn hurray’s recollection is, to say the least, un- ! 
trustworthy, and that Chambers himself nad gone into hiding 
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from the Co-munist Party weeks before the dates of many of 
the State Department documents which he claimed Alger had 
had copied for him on the Woodstock, My earlier affidavits 
are, I believe, compulsive towards the granting of a new 
trial. 

But in those earlier affidavits I could not present 

l 

proofs based upon study of the Baltimore Documents them¬ 
selves, The defense had photographs of some of them; but 
these had been taken early in the case, before my experiments 
had exposed the techniques by which forgery by typewriter 
could be—and in this case undoubtedly was—accomplished, I 
had asked the Government for access to the originals for 
expert examination and photography, as well as for testing 
of their paper content and condition. My request had been 
refused, and in my first supplemental affidavit I gave notice 
that at tne hearing on the motion I would move in open court 
for an order allowing me to make such an examination. 

After my first supplemental affiuavit was filed, the 
United States Attorney asked me to consent to an adjournment 

* t. 

of the hearing on the ground that he needed more time to 
study the affidavit and its supporting material, I said I 

) had no objection, but felt that J should not be required to 

! 

| defer ny subsidiary motion for leave to examine the 

! original documents, I suggested that we take both points 
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At our conference with Judge Goddard in chambers on. 
March 21st a new time schedule was set for the hearing of 

1/ 

the motion, and the United States Attorney withdrew his 
objection to ny requested examination* The documents were 
accordingly produced at my request in Boston on April 1st, 
and, under continuous TEI supervision and subject to reason¬ 
able limitations as to working hours, were made; available 

to ny experts when and how they were needed, for a period 
* > 
of a little over two weeks* I commend the cooperation with 

which both the United States Attorney and the FBI carried 

out the spirit of the agreement under wnich the documents 

2 / 

.were to be made available for examination* 


1/ The motion was originally made on January 24, 1952, re¬ 
turnable for hearing on February 4» 1952, the next regular 
available criminal motion day* I consented to an adjournment 
to February 25th, and later a conference was held with Judge 
Goddard in chambers on the United States Attorney's request 
for a further adjournment. At this conference, on February 
19th, the motion was set down for argument on April 3th, the 
Government's counter-affidavits to be filed and served on 
March 24th, and memoranda'of law to be filed and exchange on 
March 31st. 

At the conference mentioned in the text, at which the 
United States Attorney withdrew his objection to my proposed 
examination of the documents, he requested that he be given 
not less than four weeks in which to answer such further 
supplemental affidavits as I might file as a result of the 
examination, as well as ray earlier affidavits. This arrange¬ 
ment was acceptable to me and was approved by Judge Goddard, 
and at a further conference in chambers on March 31st, after 
I had had an opportunity to consult with my .experts, the 
dates wero set as follows: 

Further affidavits in support 

of motion 1 April 21 

Government's counter-affidavits May 19 

Interchange of memoranda of law May 26 

Hearing on motion June 2. 

2/ Three subsidiary requests I made of the United States 
Attorney were refused by him on what seemed to me to be 
unnecessarily technical grounds. These will be mentioned 
below* 
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RESULTS OF THE EXAMINATION OP THE DOCUMENTS 


This, my second supplemental affidavit* deals with, 
the results of the examination of the documents. The exam¬ 
ination has been most fruitful. I believe that It leaves 
no vestige of doubt but that Chambers’s v/hole story is false, 
and that his fraudulent plot now stands exposed;* 


Background: Chambers’s Story of the 
Origin" a d History of the Documents, 


As I have salci, Priscilla Hiss was supposed to have 
typed the documents on the family machine, as Alger was no 
typist.. According to Chambers's story, tr_e ordinary plan 
was to have Alger bring nome original uocuments overnight, 
so that Priscilla could make typed copies or suuuirries. 
Every ten days or two weeks Chambers would come around to 


J pick up ti..e typed material, together with originals Which 
! Al-er light have brought none on that- particular any. 

j! Chambers would take t.„e copies and originals to Balti more 

, « 

1 that night, to nave them photographedj later the aaie night 

3 

j he would cone back to 7asuin' ton rmu return the ori*.Inals 

i ' 

to Mger. The typed copies or summaries he would burn. 

■i 

♦ 

!, for some reason never yet convincingly explained, 

li 

|’ the crop of typed papers which Chambers produced in Baltimore 
J* he kept, instead of burning t^em. He broke with tue Party, 
(land abandoned Ms document conspiracy, around April 15-, 193^. 


The papers which e had kept, instead of burning, he put 
into an envelope, which he gave for safekeeping to ills wife's 


J; nephew, ,'atnan Levine, in May or June of that year. Levine 


■j put the envelope in an old dumbwaiter shaft in nis mother’s 
f house in Brooklyn, and forgot about it. Me Lad no idea 


I. 

! what was in it. 
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There the documents are said to have rested for more 


than ten years* On November 4» 1943, at the deposition hear¬ 
ing in Baltimore - , Chambers was asked to produce any corres¬ 
pondence or other papers- that he might have received from 
any member of the Hiss family* He produced none the next 
day, and the hearing was adjourned* It was resumed on 

i 

November 16 for testimony by Mrs. Chambers. On the follow¬ 
ing day Chambers reappeared, with the documents. Now, for 
the first time in his many official stories, he asserted 
that t.ie conspiracy had actually involved the copying of 
official State Department papers. lie told how he had recol¬ 
lected tne existence of the envelope that he had given so 
>>any 7 'ears before to Hat Levine; how he had asked Levine 
.or it; -o\v the - " - had gone together on November 14 th to the 
jhouse in Brooklyn and Levine -iad pulled the dust-enerusted 
■envelope out of the dumbwaiter s laft and given it to nim; 

!how e Lad opened it by himself in tne kitchen, while Levine 
was cleaning xp the dust that haa fallen on the floor; and 
1 how ne was amazed at finding that the envelope contained 

1 / 

those typewritten sheets, which he nad forgotten all about. 

.Vith tne typewritten sheets were other things, he said. 

I There were the snort handwritten memoranda. There were some 

i 

i yellow sheets supposedly in the handwriting of Harry Dexter 
■;.\nite. There were two strips of developed microfilm, and 

j three cylinders of microfilm, undeveloped. Ana, according 

l 

j to Chambers * s article in tne Saturday livening Bost for April 

IS 

j 19 ^ 2 , t.xere »eie |r one or two smaller itens of no particular 
j importance". 

. 3 / This account necessarily telescopes Chambers‘o varying 

■ stories in t.ie Lalti* ve reposition nearing, the first and 

■ seconu trials, and uis Saturday Lvenin; - host articles* 
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Hatiian Levine made clear, and Chambers has repeatedly 
made clear for him, that Levine never knew what went into 
the envelope, and never caw what came out of it* He knew 
only that he had put-it in the dumbwaiter shaft for ■ 
Chambers in 1933; that ne had gotten 'it out for him in 
October, 19q.l (cn cross-examination he corrected this to 
’Tovember it, 19ip); tnat it wa3 sealed; and that it was 

4/ 

bulky. 

The handwritten and typewritten papers Chambers pro¬ 
duced in D-tltimoro three dajs later, on Fovember 17th. The 
developed microfilm he did not; he held it for tue House 
Committee, hidden in the pumpkin. T/hy, if he really found 

Je / 

then all together in the envelope, is still a mystery. 


y mo Levine*s testimony at H. 726-731* also hi3 testi¬ 
mony on December 10, 19^3, before the House Committee. 


9/ As in so many other respects. Chambers has made a 
belated attempt in his Saturday Evening Post articles to 
plug this particular hole in his story. Mystically, he 
explains that "the meaning of the pumpkin" is "the heart 
meaning of the case", and tnat he was "moved by a sub¬ 
conscious intuition" to put tne microfilms in it. (Satur¬ 
day Evening Post, April 5>, 195*2, p. 72). Strangely 
enough, even this explanation deals only with the three 
cylinders of undeveloped microfilm; for his decision 
"on the level of consciousness" was to divine' the evidence 
"in order to try to find out what was on the undeveloped 
film" (ibid.). There is still no explanation of his 
failure to produce the developed film in.Baltimore. 
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Foreground: What the Documents 
Themselves Show 


If Chambers is telling the truth,'the typed Baltimore 

.Documents must have been typed by one person (Priscilla 

6 / 

Hiss), on one typewriter (the Kiss family .Voodstock), 
currently over the three months period represented by the 
dates of the underlying State Department documents (Janu¬ 
ary S t to April 1, 1933). They' must have been kept together 
in one envelope, a specific envelope, for ten years, over 
a disused dumbwaiter in Brooklyn, They must have rested 
there, in that envelope, with three cylinders of undeveloped 
microfilm and a "little spool of developed film (actually 

7/ 

two strips)”, as well as with the "long nemo on yellow 


foolscap in. the handwriting of Harm.' Dexter .Vnite /and7 

3 / 

one or two smaller items of no particular importance . 11 


6 / Baltimore 10, a precis of a long "Jor Department I-flD 
rex->ort routed to I!r« Hamilton, of the Tar Eastern Division 
of the "tate Department, was obviously not written on the 
same typewriter as tne others, and the Government made no 
contention that it was '(R. 1097 - 1101 ); but -hsmbers still 
pressed his recollection: "1 believe Alger hiss ;ave me 
that paper". (R. 655> contrast R. 532). 

7/ This particular description comes from page 73& of an 
advance copy of Chambers's apologia , "h'itness^, suortly to 
be published. His April 5»1-952, article in the Saturday 
Evening Post speaks of "two strips of developed microfilm". 
His second trial testimony (R. 292) emonasizes that while the 
undeveloped film was in cylinders, tne developed film was 
not. ‘<hen A . *ent Aypell of the reached in .and found it 

in tne green pumpkin on December 2, 1914-3 (or when Chambers 
"took out the documents and banned tiiem over"--whichever nay 
be the fact—see R. 709 - 7 l 4 > 2 . 295 )» tney were still not in 
cylinders; according to Agent Appell, they were "wrapped one 
in another, wrapped in wax paper". 

6/ Tnis description is from his ^'-pril 5> 1952, Saturday' 
Evening Post article. The text of the "memo on yellow fool¬ 
scap" ascribed to Larry Dexter VIAte was read into the 
Congressional Record for January 30, 19 SO, by' Representative 
Mixon, nw tne memorandum was tnere described as consisting 
of eight pages# 
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I attach affidavits of experts who have at last had 
an opportunity to examine and analyze the originals of the 
Baltimore Documents and the Hiss 'standards. Their qualifi¬ 
cations have been set out before,’ in my earlier; affidavits 

l 

and in their affidavits which I annexed to mine. Mrs. 

Evelyn s. Ehrlich is an expert in the use of pnotbmicro- 

1 ' ! 

graphy to detect printing forgeries. Miss Elizabeth 
McCarthy is an expert in the examination of quejstione& 
documents, handwritten and typewritten. Dr. Dajniel P. 
llorran - is an expert in physical, and chemical analysis of 
paper., metals and other materials. They have' examined the 
Baltimore Documents, separately, according to their several 
expertnesses. They have recorded their findings in their . 

affidavits, -which I number , i 

. I 

Exhibit 2S-I1 Elizabeth McCarthy 
Exhibit 2S-II: Evelyn S. Ehrlich 

Exnibit 23-IIIs Daniel P. Norman 

^ Tneyfine,•and will teatify at a new trialV 

f 1. That txxe Baltimore Documents were not typed by 
one person, but by two,, and probably more, and that there¬ 
fore Priscilla Hiss cannot nave typed all of then, as • 
Chambers sail, she did. (Exhibit 2S-I) 

2. That Priscilla hiss ~id not type any jof the 
Baltimore Documents. '(Exhibit 2S-I) • j 

3» That neither Priscilla nor'Alger II1.3J made 

» i t 

the pencil corrections on tne Baltimore Documents.. (Exhibit 


23-1) 




That the Baltimore hocuraonts, physically ob¬ 


served, Tall into two categories or size, one of which is 
made up of sheets apparently cut down to a particular size 


• 11 - 
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(approximately 8" x lOfc") after the typing had^been done, 
but before the penciled corrections were made. (Exhibit 2S- 

III) 

That the same two categories show such different 
characteristics of aging and discoloration that they cannot 
have been stored together for ten years in a single envelope, 
and therefore cannot all have been kept in the envelope 

Chambers recovered from the dumbwaiter. (Exhibit 2S~III) 

6. That the envelope in' which Chambers said the docu¬ 
ments had been kept is most peculiar in itself; its observa¬ 
ble stains, both outside and in, and the condition of its 
flap, and of the two parts of the label which presumably 
once sealed it, pose questions which defy logicfai explana¬ 
tion. (Exhibit 2S-III, especially illustrative Figures 5, 

6 and 7)» 

7. That none of the Baltimore Documents can have- 
been kept in that envelope; they are devoid of thp stains 
and pressure marks which they would have had to show if 
they had been in the envelope. (Exhibit 2S-III) 

8. That the absence of stains and pressure marks on 
the Baltimore Documents cannot be explained by the presence 


0/ Spectrographic analysis of the typewriter ink at the 
edges of the pages which were cut off in the middle of 
line-end letters might have enabled us to prove more effec¬ 
tively that the cutting was done after the typing. The 
Government would not let, us make the excisions, necessary 
for this analysis. 
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of other protective material, since the envelope could not 
^ . 10 / 
have held all these and the microfilms- too# . (Exhibit 2S* 

III) 

9* That the Baltimore Documents are a tricky set of 
papers, typed oil a machine, or machines, closely resembling 
the original Hiss machine, but witu miscellaneously differ¬ 
ent typewriter ribbons and faked typographical errors, 
plainly designed to confuse. (Exhibits 23-1,-23-11' and .23- 
III) 


10. That trie typewriter in evidence (Woodstock 
„"IT230099) was certainly not the original Hiss machine, 
although it probably was the machine made to forge the 
Baltimore Documents. (Exhibits 2S-II and 2S-III) 

In snort, the typed p alti: ore Documents were not 
typed b' } Priscilla Hiss, or by any one person. They were 
not given to Cnambers by Alger Hiss. They were not put 
in tue envelope and kept In the dumbwaiter i'or ton long 
years. Tney are an ingenious set .f forgeries. 


CONCLUSION 

After all my investigation, I still do not know 
exactly wnat Chambers did, or Low ue did it, or exactly 
what motivated niui to frame 'Irer Hiss. Some signs point 


10 / I have myself examined t'. e envelope, and seen In it 
markings vvhicii might well have been made by the cylinders of 
undeveloped r.ncrofilm. There is another marking, made ap¬ 
parently by tile presence of a squarisn box or carton, approx-i 
imately 3 H x 3”• Tuis marl'., from, its snape and size, cannot 
be the mark of Chambers’s "little spool of developed film"; 
and therefore even the "Pumpkin Papers" microfilm may well ! 
not have been Iri tue envelope. Unfortunately, the United 
States Attorney would not permit us to split the envelope so | 
that we coulo demonstrate photographically the interior 1 

markings and stains; The United States Attorney would not, ! 
either, let us see the 3 pages of "foolscap" on We ground 
that it had not been formally admitted as■an exhibit at the 
trial—even though it had been produced in court, and its 
text has since been made public by Representative Nixon in 
tne Congressional Record, Lhether or not the foolscap shows 
stains or pressure marks, it could not nave adequately pro¬ 
tected the Baltimore Documents# Kisseloff-24369 
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to the conclusion that, though his personal' Interest may 
have been largely to protect himself in the libel suit, 
the availability to him of the means for such self-protec¬ 
tion may have been part of a much larger scheme,- involving 
other people, and far larger objectives than the mere 

i 

framing of Alger Hiss* This, however, is speculation* 

For purposes of this motion it should be enough that I 
present proof that every important point of tho Government» 
case at uhe trials is vulnerable* Chambers was the Govern** 
ment 1 s witness, its only real witness; and everything 
that hV said, or did, or said he did, is tainted with 
fraud and forgery. The Government may present evidence 
to countervail some of my proffered proofs; if so, that 
will create issues. Those issues should be considered.anew, 
by a jury. Wherever the truth may ultimately be found, 
ift all its details, wo have surely borne the burden 
of slowing that on the proofs that went before the last 
jury a grave miscarriage of justice has occurred. ,’7e 
should be givfen a chance to rectify this at a nev/ trial* 


Sworn to before me this 
i21st day of April, 19^2* 

,_/ 1. ^ x./ /\ . . 
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COMMONWEAL*H OF MASSACHUSETTS ) 

: ##♦« 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK ) 

'^ >VSs \ I, n,r AB"TH MCCARTHY# of Boston, Suffolk County# Mass*- 

ehueetts, on oath, d^roe^ and say: 

I reside at 1 6 Porter Street and have an offices at UO 

Court Street# both In said Boston. 

I am ik qualified examiner of questioned documents. I 
hare stated my qualification# In this respect in an affidavit 
executed January 2?., 1?52j for filing In connection with a wot Ion 
for a ne* trial of Alger Hiss on the ground of newly discovered 
evidence. 

. My affidavit of January 22nd dealt with the result# of 
an experiment being conducted by the attorney# for Alger Hi## to 
determine the extent to which it would be possible as a practical 
matter to build or adapt a typewriter whloh would so nearly 
duplicate the typing of another machine that qualified doeuwent 
examiners, comparing specimen!^ of tyring from the two machines# 
would be led by ordinary standard# of comparison to conclude 
that only a single machine had been used. 

When,I first agreed to assiet in the Experiment, I told 
Hr. Lane# Mr. Hiss*# attorney, that I doubted vefry much whether 
such a machine oculd be wade, but that if it could the knowledge 
that such a thing was possible would be so important to the 

i 

profession of document examiners, as w^ll a# to the public at 
large, that I thought.I would be doing a public service by astiet- 
ing in the experiment. 

As my «ar!i»r affidavit shows, Mr. Land’s experiment, in 
t*rms of precise duplication of the typing of one machine by 
another, was carried to a point of pprfeotlon which I had not 
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supposed posalble, I Illustrated this by attaches to ay affi¬ 
davit specl»en« of typing from the two machines. It may be th*t 
Government doouaent examiners# approaching there tvfo Rets of 
specimen* with the knowledge that gome of them were typed on a 
machine deliberately fabricated so a? to produce typing resembling 
that of another machine, have because of th*lr forewarning been 
able to distinguish the products of the two machines; as of now, 
of course, I have no way of knowing how far they m^y hsve been 
successful in making puch a distinction. T do-beH^v* 1 , however, 
that th' experlr»nt wee carried to ? point so clos* to complete 
duplication that any careful document exsm1o*r who from h°r^ on 
engag-s to compare tuegtIon*d typing with seanl ■"S', In "> situation 
where th° background facts allow th* j ~>oselbillty that a duo’’lc**t*> 
raschlne night h^vp b«»“n constructed for f orgery. Pumoe'B, must 
take that -oselb 1 ! lty ’nto account, end nu«t b» p^ppa.r^d to he 
^confronted with a duplication so substantially C”m l°t a as to 
defy detection. 

oc^ntly, ,f r, J.an 3 told that th" "ov"■ mment had 
finally agreed to 1 *t hi- hav^ an e*r*>»rt nation n*ed« of the 

original B of the -o—c»li«d n-o turner' Documents which h*d b A{, n 
Introduced In evidence in th® Pisa trial s, as wel 1 '•s th>* so-cnlt^i 
rise Standards with which."r. ? 'hen, th Government »p document 
expert, hr'd compared th°m. rr e to cor.iv re th’-s^ tv ' 1 fi'ts 

of documents with °ech oth ,; .r, and ->leo with specin 7 ns of ty-ing 
from the so-called Hiss machine In his v op*-«? ion--that la, th« 
machine which had bean Introduced Into th* tr 1 «i« a« being th 11 
machine owned by the *flps«•■>«? In the 1930's, and wMch hod b e ®n 
used as the gtan^ard meeMn° in the experiment of trying to 
cr r nt° a duolicet r . Ha said he wanted my opinion re to whether 
all three pets of documents hod b-’^n typed on on" m^ch*r<e—in 
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which case, of eourse, the machine would necessarily ha the so- 
called Hiss machine—or whether more than one machine was used, 
ana. If so, how many. 

1 have never examined Mr. Lane*8*eo-oalled Hiss machine, 

my work in connection with the construction of the duplicate 

having been limited to examination of specimens :of typing from 

it and from the duplicate machine. However, since the experiment 

in duplication was finished and I made ray January affidavit about 

it, I have read >r. Daniel Kerman's affidavit of Maroh 7th in 

which he describes and illustrates the results of his physical 

examination of the machine, and the grounds for his conoluslon 

that it Is a deliberately altered machine. 1 ha ve made my 

pxnmlnation of the three sets of documents in the light of ay 

knowledge of Dr. ?ormanfindings , as well aa my own experience 

in studying the typing results of a machine deliberately oreated 

for th e purp ose of showing th”t forgery by typewriter would be 

possible. 

. ... 

Without considering the possibility- of forgery, I should 
have concluded, by all standard tests ordinarily applied by 
ouestioned document examiners,' that all three sets of documents 
were typed on the same machine. I should not halve based this 
conclusion merely upon an^nconsoquentlnl number of relatively 
identical peculiarities, but upon the more convincing faot that 


1 hsve in mind the ten similarities of typing impression be¬ 
tween the Baltimore Documents and the standards which Mr. Feehan, 
the Government's expert at the second trial, relied on aa a'basis 
for his opinion that they were typed on tho same machine. 1 oall 
them Inconsequential not only because Mr. Feehan gave no testi— . 
mony op t^ the identity or lissimilarlty of the other seventy- 
four ohtir*ct«rn, but becm«e eight of the ten peculiarities which 
he picked are of a kinl which are mofct likely to occur in old 
typewriters, particularly Woodstock* of this vintage. For ex¬ 
ample, I have seen at least fourteen Woodstooks of this period, 
m of which had s omewh at similar damage at the_rl«ht aide of the 
I gwar loop 0 t^he_^la_ _ The final upstroke of the V is one "of” 
the 'oat~vuTneroSTe small pieces of type in the whole keyboard, 
•md '<* often rushed to the right or left out of Its perfect, arc 
in much-used machines. X could continue the ca talogue in detail. 









' ll * .. 
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I find no «ubntflntla l_oonaigtent deviations In, type impresslon e 
as among the three se ts of documents . However, my own experience 
has shown me that it ia possible, by oareful work on a machine, 
to eliminate almo st completely the deviations which would nor¬ 
mally have developed between its typing and that of another 
machine, and therefore, while I cannot say definitely that all 
three sets of documents were not typed on the same maohlne , 1 
believe it Just as possible, in the light of the observable 
facts,, that the Baltimore Documents were typed on a machine 
which was not the original Hiss machine used for the standards, 
but another machine made to type like the original Hiss machine. 
Since the typing of the Baltimore Documents so closely resembles 
the typing of the specimens fro® the eo-oalled Hiss maohlne, and 
since Dr. Norman has furnished evidence that that maohlne is a 
deliberately fabricated one, I oan only conclude that, as be¬ 
tween the two possibilities, the forgery of the Baltimore Docu¬ 
ments is the' more likely. If the Baltimore Documents are forged., 
the forgery Is a good one, but it 1s no better than I know would 
be possible with careful workmanship. 


X have not .confined my examination of the documents to a 
comparison of the typing for purposes of trying to reaeh an 
opinion as to how many machines were used. When Mr. Lane asked 
me to make this comparison he told me that there were additional 
points on which he wanted my opinion. He said that, while the 
defense had on earlier occasions been allowed to photograph the 
documents in one way or another, the originals had never, so far 
as he knew, been mad© available for close and detailed expert 
study. He told me that according to Chambers^ testimony, at the 
trial all the typewritten Baltimore Documents had been typed by 
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Friaollla His* and given to him by Alger Hiss at some time be¬ 
tween January 5 and April 15 , 1$3£. He asked me to examine the 
original documents closely and give him my opinion as to whether 
this testimony was correct. 

I have done so, and am satisfied that Chambers's testi¬ 
mony on this point cannot possibly be correct. The following 
are my more significant conclusionsj I am prepared to support 
and Illustrate each of them in detail on the stand it given an 
opportunity. 

1. No one person typed the Baltimore Documents. There 
were certainly two typists, whose work varied sharply in even¬ 
ness of procure, typing skill, mechanical understanding and 
oontrol of the machine, style habits, and other similar respects. 
No one person's work could exhibit suoh differences. It la -rulte 
possible that more than-two typists were involved. 

?. Since certainly "ore than one person typed the 
Baltimore Documents, Priscilla Hies cannot have ty -)ed them all. 
Purthermore, the characteristics of her ‘.typing rr:*ke it. perfectly 
clear that she was not either of the two mineleal typists in¬ 
volved. I base this conclusion to a considerable ext»r.t u nm 
such factors, not dearly observable except frorr. the oris 1 »tal 
documents, as tyning rhythm, pressure habits an! variations, 
quality f touch, pace of typing, relative competence of the 
two hands, s*rri the like*, hy conclusion from these factors ?.e 
borne out by many other lifferenti.ntln.i cnar-cterlsties in such 
matters as style, mechanical skill, and habits of r.drvl, .crls- 
cilla Hiss did not in my opinion tyr*» any of the Idti-ore 
Documents. 
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3. The respective tendencies toward* certain kinds of *■ 

typing errors and corrections are also extrencly Important. 

|V ' 

It 1(? a common habit of most typists, when an incorrect letter 
Is struck, to push the carriage back and strike over the wrong 
letter with the right one. The normal and almCet universal 
tendency, In doing this. Is to strike the second, oorreot, 
letter more heavily* so as to obliterate the first, incorrect* 
Impression. 

In the Baltimore Documents I find from examination of 
the originals no less than twenty-seven instances where the 
ordinary habit is reversed, and the inoorreot letter is struck 
aore heavily than the correct one. There is no suoh instancy J 

in any of the Hiss standards. i 

Thie difference goes far to support the conoluslon i 

*7 

th=>t rrieellla f ? les did not type the Baltimore Documents. I 

it has an additional, far-reaching significance. The phenomenon fr™ 
is not Isolated? it appears on seventeen pages of the Baltimore , / 
Documents, and in the work of l>oth of the clearly different * 
typists, so that it cannot be a personal idiosyncrasy. It is 
such an extraordinary phenomenon, so lacking in rational explana¬ 
tion in the work of any ordinary typist, that it can scarcely 
be explained on any other basis than that the typists of the 
Baltimore Documents either were attempting to make precise and 
intentional copies of someone else'a unintentional typing errors, 
cr werR attempting to simulate the work of some other relatively 
inaccurate typist. Kisseloff-24376 

,x . -dille on the subject of typing errors, I feel I should 
oor merit on the statement of the prosecutor, Mr. Murphy, to the 
Jury, th«t the Jury could draw Conclusions as to the identity 
of the typist by observing three "common typing errors", namely, 
t’- combinations *r n for rt i\ "f" for "g", and "f" for "d", and 
noting th«t they appeared both in the Baltimore Documents and In 
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two of the standards, Government Exhibit* 3^ and 46-B. 

In ay opinion this observation was grossly aleleading. 

- The combination "r h for "l* does not appear at all in the 
standards, in the sense of being a confusion between the two 
letters. The Instance Kr. Murphy obviously had in mind is in 
the word "transcript" in Government Exhibit 3^, where the 
typist, having originally vrit’,en the letters "tranBri*, noticed 
the omission of the V, and went back to type the letters "or" 
over the letters "ri”* thus superimposing the *r" on the * 1 *. 

The "combinations" for *g" and "f* for ■tt* are the 
commonest hind of typing errors, committed by every typist 
because of the proximity of the letters on the keyboard. Even 
if Mr. Murphy's selection of what he calls "common typing 
errors* were corrsot—which they are not—or were unusual— 
which they are not—they are totally insignificant against the i 
faot that the Baltimore Documents contain at least fifty typing 
errors of a kind which do bear on the personality of the typist 
and which do not appear anywhere in the standards, while on 
the other hand nine errors of that nature appearing in the 
standards never oecur in the Baltimore Documenta. Only four 
errors of this kind are oommon to the two sets of documents. 

5 . Entirely apart from the typing of the Baltimore Docu¬ 
ments, my examination of the originals has given me an oppcrtuni 
ty to draw oertain conclusions from the pencilled corrections 
and proof-reading marks appearing KwsetofM4377‘ 

A striking fact is that, whereas the Baltimore Documents 
are claimed to have been typed currently from day to day over a 
period of about three months, the pencilled corrections give 
the appearance of having been made in one continuous operation 



rather than at the separate tides when the separate pages should 
hare been typed. The corrections and proof-reading marks were 
made with a'soft, graylsh-blaok pencil. In approximately the 
same condition of wornness and bluntness throughout, and are 
quite Inconsistent with the Idea that the same or different 
pencils were used at a number of different tinjes over a three 
months period. 

As to the handwriting and the correctional or proof¬ 
reading habits, they show that the pencil notations were care¬ 
fully done, at one time, by one person, emit© Probably with 
stenographic training. I have studied numerous samples of the 
handwriting of Alger and Priscilla Kiss, as well as samples 
of documents furnished to me ag taken from Mger.Hi««*s files 
in the 193°* 8 and showing his correctional and proof-reading 
habits. In my opinion neither Alger nor l-rlscllla Hiss could 
have done t u e pencil marking on the documents. 

6. Although the pencil corrections would appear, as I 
have sal'!, to have b«en made In one operation, exarain-tion of 
the ribbon imprint a;*rearing on the original documents makes 
it seem extremely unlikely that the documents wer tyoed in 
a normal single continuous operation, or even consecutively by 
the ^are rerson over a period of three months. I base this 
observation on the fact that t>e Ink on documents dated on the 
same -lay sometimes differs radically in color, documents dated 
within a few days of each other likewise show ink of different 
shades, and documents typed months apart show Ink of much the 
a°me color. At least four, and orobably more, ribbons were used 
<>n^ ?f the documents were tyr-e 1 consecutively according to their 
dates it woulappear that these four or rao^e ribbons were 
alternately belnc out on and taken off the machine, sometimes 
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<isilly, or every day or so, The best} ribbon, tanking .the blacksst 
and clearest impression, was used only ones, in Baltimore Doeu- 
merit No. 9* 1 do not undertake to sug est any explanation as . 

to why this alternation of ribbons may have taken place, but 
merely point out that It appears entirely inconsistent with the 
normal use of a typewriter. 


cp . 

OA. 


‘‘Worn to before me this 
V f ^ *ny of April, 195P. 

Koteifr Public T . 

My commission expires November 7> 1953* 
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EXHIBIT 23-III • 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS ) 

COUNTY OF ESSEX ) 

DANIEL P. NORMAN, being duly sworn, deposes and says: . 

I am President of Skinner & Sherman, Inc,, 246 Stuart 
Street, Boston, Mass. My firm Is engaged In the business of 
testing and analysis, both physical and chemical, of paper, and 
other materials, for the United States Armed Services, Federal, 
State, and Municipal Departments, and major Industrial firms. 

My qualifications, and those of my organization/ in this and 
related fields are set out In detail In an affidavit which I 
executed on March 7, 1952, for filing In connection with a motion 
for a new trial of Alger Hiss on the ground of newly discovered 
evidence. 

In the latter part of March, 1952, Chester T. Lane, 
attorney for Alger Hiss, Informed me that the United States 
Attorney had finally agreed to make available to him for physical 
examination and analysis the originals of the so-called Baltimore 
Documents which were introduced in evidence at the Hiss trials, 
end he requested me and my organization to examine these docu¬ 
ments by physical and ohemical tests in an attempt to obtain any 
possible Information as to their source and history. He told me 
that he was particularly interested In any conclusions which I 
could draw from such an examination which would bear upon the 
truth of the claim that Baltimore Documents 5-47 were all docu¬ 
ments typed by one person on one machine in the period of 
approximately the first three months of 193 $ and had all been 
kept together, with other material, in a single envelope from 
the middle of 193& until November 194f>. 
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Baltimore Documents 5-47 and Government exhibits 34, 37, * 
39 and 46-B (the Hiss Standards) were made available to me and 
my organization under FBI guard in Boston on April 1# 1952* 
Shortly thereafter, at my request, there were also made available 
the envelope (Government Exhibit 19) in whioh I understand it 
has been claimed that the documents were stored between 1938 and 

i 

194g, as well as Baltimore Documents 1-4 (the handwritten notes) 
and Government Exhibits 66 and 66-A (the paper bn which Mr, 

McCool typed in court), 

# 

I was permitted to out a section of the blank portions of 
each of the typed Baltimore Documents, a seotioh of page 3 of 
Government’s Exhibit 46-B, and a section of the completely blank 
page of Exhibit 66, In most Instances the sections were approxi-. 
mately 1" sauare but in a few instances as large as approximately 
4" x 5", I was not permitted to take any section on whioh there 
was typing or writing of any kind* and wherever an abnormality 
of any kind, such as a stain or spot, was obserted I had to leave 
at least half of the abnormality, 

I was also permitted to* out six 1" squares from the 
envelope, one from the flap, three from the front and two from 
the back, the sections in each instance again being so selected 
that at least half of each stain in which I was interested was 
left Intact on the envelope, (By "back" of the envelope I mean 
the side on which the clasp and label are found; by "front' 11 I 
mean the opposite side—the aide on whioh the address would 
normally be written,) When the speolmens were taken, both from 
the documents and from the envelope, I would indicate the portion 
I wanted and an FBI agent would then cut it off, the agent' and I 


Kisseloff-24381 





would Initial the main part of the document, and we would then 
photograph the document and the portion cut therefrom, simul¬ 
taneously, approximately In ltu . It was not possible to photo* 
graph the markings on the Inside of the? envelope without silt* 
ting It open, and I was denied permission to do this* 

Except as Just Indicated, I was permitted to photograph 
the documents, and the envelope freely. 

While X was allowed to take away and use as I saw fit 
the samples cut from the documents and from the envelope, the 
balance of the papers were at all times kept under surveillance 
by one or more representatives of the FBI. 

As a result of direot observation of the papers and study 
of my photographs of them, as well as chemical and other analyses 
of the specimens which were furnished to me# X hcve been able to 
reach a number of definite conclusions bearing on the questions 
which Mr. Lane asked us to consider* 

la. Physically, the typed Baltimore documents except Nos* 
9 and 10 fall Into two different sise categories; 

A* S& N x 11” (Baltimore Documents numbered 5. 6. 7,6, 

13. 15. 37, 3». 39, 40, 4l, 42, 43, 54, 45, 46, 

B. 6* x i0§" (Baltimore Doouaents nusbsred ll, i4, 16, 

17, 18, 19. SO, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 

30, 31, 32, 33. 34, 35, 36). 

lb. From the arrangement of the typing on the pages of 

the documents In category B, including the observable narrow 
margins and the frequent siloing of the edge of the paper through 
the typed letters at the right margin, it appears probable that 
at some time after the typing was done all the sheets In this 

category were cut down from some other size or sizes to the 

present x 10&" size. I illustrate this observation by a 
photograph marked Figure 1, whloh is a 0.4 magnification of 
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Baltimore 22, page 1 , showing the entire document right out to 
the edge of the paper. Figure 2 is a 0.4 magnification of 
Baltimore 17 # page 1, showing similar orowding at the right 
margin, and particularly the cutting at the end of the 25th line. 
Figure 3 is a 3* enlargement of a portion of the right margin 
of the same page, showing how the last word In the 25th line 
of the text was cut off and the missing portion pencilled in. 
Figure 4 shows a 3 X enlargement of the upper right margin of 
Baltimore 11, page 1, showing particularly the words in the 
23 rd and 25th lines which have been cut off at the edge of the 
paper. 

Phenomena of this kind are present on many other pages 
of documents in category B, but are not present in any of the 
pages of documents In category A. 

2a. The majority of the typed Baltimore documents are on 
paper which meets present-day Federal specifications for white 
manifold papers of types IV and V. That is to say, they are 
composed wholly or predominantly of chemical wood fibers. Hone 
of the papers show an abnormally high acidity (the pH of water 
extracts of the paper vary between $.0 and 5*5# while the 
specifications merely reauire that the pH be not less than 4.2), 
and there is no evidence of abnormal chemical properties in the 
many samples tested. 

2b. All documents in category A (gg” x 11”) are heavily 
yellowed and show marks of age over substantial portions of 
their area to a degree not apparent in any of the documents in 
category B (g" x lO V). The appearance of the paper in the 
category B documents is very similar to that of Government mani¬ 
fold paper known to have been stored in ordinary office files 
from 1937 to 1952* The aw-earance of the paper in the category A 
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^'documents Is that of sheets which have been subjected to 

* i 

deteriorating oondltions which were not uniform eoroee the 
area of the sheets. 

It is well known that the conditions of storage of 
paper hare a considerable influence on its degree of permanence, 
variations In heat and humidity being in particular reponsible 
for variations in the rate of aging and yellowing of paper. In 
view of the fact that most of the papere in both category A 
and category B are of the same general class (predominantly 
chemical wood pulp) and show no chemical idiosyncrasies (such 
as abnormal alum concentrations which would be reflected in 
abnormal acidity), I oonolude that the two categories of docu¬ 
ments oould not have been stored together under the same atmos¬ 
pheric conditions for most of their existence. 

Experiments which we have oonduoted with paper of compar¬ 
able quality known to have come from Government files In the 
latter part of the 1930's have satisfied us that the present 
appearance of the typed Baltimore Documents cannot have been' 
caused by the handling and exposure to light to which these 
documents have nresumably been subjected since they were first 
turned over to the Government In November 194 g, Particularly, 
suoh handling and exposure to light oould not explain the vary¬ 
ing degrees of aged appearance shown by the documents in the two 
categories, A and B, 

3 . What I have said indicates that it would have been 
Impossible for all the typed Baltimore Documents to have been 
stored together over the 10 year period from 1936 to 194g. from 
this It follows that they oannot have been all stored together 
during that period in the envelope in whloh they are alleged 
to have been stored, 
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Z hare carefully examined this envelope (Government 
Exhibit 19 ) for the purpose of determining whether It would 
I ' nevertheless have been possible that some of the document# 

might have been stored in it. My examination leads to the 

i * 

conclusion that It would not have been possible. X base this 
observation on analyses of certain stains appearihg on both^ 
the front and bach of the envelope, and both Inside and out, 
as well as upon observation of the effect made on the envelope 
by the presence of oertain hard physical objects which may have 
been microfilm containers of one kind or another. These ob- 
serrations lead me to conolude that, unless very elaborate pre¬ 
cautions had been taken, no set of papers could have been 
enclosed for a period of 10 years In this envelope without show¬ 
ing stains or pressure marks whloh are totally absent in all the 
typed Baltimore Documents. In view of the else of the envelope 
and the presumed size of the microfilm containers or other 
physical objects whloh were enclosed in it, X am satisfied that 
there would not have been room in the envelope for additional 
material sufficient to proteot the Baltimore Documents. 

At my suggestion Mr. Lane requested permission to examine 
the B sheets of yellow paper whloh were marked at the trial as 
Government Exhibit 20 for Identification, and which Chambers 
testified were also enclosed in the envelope. * This permission 
was denied, so that X have no knowledge as to whether those 

i 

yellow sheets reflect the type of stains or pressure marks to 
which I have referred. However, If they do, I am satisfied that 
no g sheets of ordinary paper could have been so arranged as 
completely to proteot any set of papers, of the type used for 
the Baltimore Documents, from markings of the kind I have ' 
described. 

Kisseloff-24385 
-fi¬ 
ll_»_. 












I do not undertake to present at this time detailed data 
on the results of the examinations and analyses which I and my 
organisation hare made of the stains and pressure marks *appear¬ 
ing on the envelope. I do, however, illustrate the condition 
of the envelope by the attached photographs—'Figures 5 # 6 and 7 » 
For purposes of these photographs the envelope was held down 
by two rubber bands. 

Figure 5 is a photograph of the front of the envelope 
with the flap open so that the stains on the outside of the • 
envelope are visible. 

Figure 6 is a similar photograph showing the back of the 
envelope with the flap open. 

Figure 7 shows the back of the envelope with the flap 
closed. It la Interesting to note that the portion of the label 
which Is still attached to the flap shows ?n entirely different 
degree of discoloration and staining than does the portion of 
the label adhering to the back of the envelope, although they 
were clearly once part of the same label. Unfortunately, I was 
not permitted by the FBI. to silt open the envelope so that I 
could take photographs of Its interior, particularly photographs 
illustrating the internal stains which I have observed and 
analyzed, and the character of which precludes their being due 
to seepage or penetration from the outside. 

Ij-. Mr. Lane asked us to make a separate study of the 
ribbon thread counts visible on the typed Baltimore Documents. 
This study has established to our satisfaction that at least 
four ribbons were used in the typing of these documents. Al¬ 
ternation in the use of the various ribbons bears no discernible- 
relationship to any possible grouping of the documents by"their 
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dates; In fact, in a number of instances two documents dated 
some time apart are typed with a ribbon of a given thread oount K 
while other documents with dates in between are typed with a 
ribbon of a different count. 

5* I report the result of one further separate experi¬ 
ment whioh I conducted at Mr. Lane's request. He advised me 
that Ira Lockey, from whom the defense had acquired Woodstock 
Mo. N23&099, had testified at the second trial that when he 
originally acquired the machine in 19^5 It was out in a heavy 
rain in a Washington backyard. He asked me to determine whether 
No. N230099 could have been exposed outdoors to the elements 
for any length of time. As a basis for reaohing a conclusion 
on this point I exposed a Woodstock typewriter of the same 
general class and approximately the same serial number outdoors 
in Ipswich, Mass., for a period of two weeks. For the first 
week, on days in which we did not have rain, we wet the type¬ 
writer down with water. In the second week, which was relatively 
dry, we did not. At the end of the first three days this com¬ 
parison Woodstook machine showed appreciable signs of corrosion 
and damage in the form of paint flaking off and rust appearing 
on various parts of the mechanism. At the end of two weeks the 
type face, the type bars, the carriage ways, the slotted segment 
in whioh the type moves, and all the unpainted metal portions, 
showed heavy rusting and the paint on the carriage baok and 
sides of the machine showed substantial flaking and spotting. 

No traces of rust or of flaking of the paint of the nature we 
have observed In this exposed oomnarison machine can be found on 
No. N230099. It appears to be merely a somewhat dirty maohine. 
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In my opinion Woodstock No. N230099 oould not be In its present 
condition if it had ever been exposed to a heavy rain, unless 
after such exposure it had been oompletely reconditioned. 




COMMONWEALTH OP MASSACHUSETTS 


Essex, ss. 

Subscribed and Worn to before me, this day of 

April, 1952. 


1 

0 



My commission expires November 7, 1953. 
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EXIiirix 1 2S-II 

CO’TCONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS ) 

: ss.: 

COUNTY OF SUFFOLK ) 

EVELYN SELTZER EHRLICH, being duly sworn, deposes and 

A 

says: 

My name le Evelyn Seltzer Ehrlich. I lire at 4 l 7 Beacon 
Street, Boston, Massachusetts. My background and training In 
the detection of spurious and deceptive imprints ajad typography, 
as well as my experience In the use of photomicrography in the 
detection and illustration of documentary forgeries, are outlined 
in an affidavit which I executed on January 24 , 19 £> 2 , for filing 
In connection with a motion being made for a new trial of Alger 
Hiss on the ground of newly discovered evidence. 

In my earlier affidavit I dealt with two problems which 
Mr. Hiss*s attorney, Chester T. Lane, had asked me to consider. 

1 . X examined samples of typing taken from a Woodstock 
typewriter which Mr. Lane told me was supposed to have belonged 
to the Hiss family In the 1930 's, and contrasted them with samples 
of typing taken from another maohlne which Mr. Lane told me he 
had had made with the object of duplicating as nearly as possible 
the typing from the so-oalled Hiss machine. The objeot of this 
examination was to determine how nearly perfect a duplication 
had been aehieved. On the basis of my examination I found that I 
i could successfully differentiate the typing of the two machines 
on the basis of a few specific characteristics, but, as I stated 
in my affidavit, except for these subtle details I found that the 
microsooplc variations on one machine had been duplicated on the 
other so faithfully that I might not have believed it possible 
that two separate maohlnes were involved if I had hot been so 
informed in advanoe. 
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In addition, after studying the testimony given by the 
Government 1 ! expert, Mr. Ramos C. Feehan, in the second trial 
in the Hise case, I expressed the opinion that any document 
expert, acting with reasonable care, who applied the criteria • 
of comparison used by Mr. Feehan to the samples sent me by 
Mr. Lane from his two machines would reach the conclusion that a 
single maohine had been used to type all of them. 

2. The seoond problem whioh I considered in my affidavit 
of January 24th involved a three-way comparison between the 
typing in (a) specimens from the so-called Hiss machine in Mr. 
Lane's possession, (b) the Baltimore Documents, and (c) the 
documents introduced as Government standards at the trial and 

admittedly typed in the 1930 's on the machine then owned by the 
Hisse«. 

For purposes of this comparison I was furnished with 
original specimens from the so-called Hiss machine, but only 
with photocopies of the Government standards—.—known as Govern¬ 
ment Exhibits 34, 37> 39 p-nd 46-B—and of three of the Baltimore 
Documents. Mr. Lane explained to me that the original Baltimore 
Documents and the original Government standards were in the 
possession of the Government and that he did not have access to 
them for comparison purposes. 

The photocopies thus supplied to me were in general so 
distorted by the copying process that I found them too in¬ 
accurate to work from. However, one photocopy—that of Govern¬ 
ment Exhibit 46-B, one of the standards of Hiss typing—was 
sufficiently clear to enable me to form a tentative conclusion 
that the machine on which that document was typed might well not’ 
be the same as the so-called Hiss machine in Mr. Lane's posses¬ 
sion. I attached to my affidavit a series (Series B) of photo- 
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micrographs made at 15 * and 17 x magnifications, vhioh in iy 
opinion tended to support this tentative Judgment. As I stated 
lii my affidavit, .1 was unwilling to expreee any final Judgment 
regarding the similarities or the inconsistencies between the 
two sets of typing without aooese to the original of the material 
used as a standard. 

i 

In the latter part of March, 1952, Mr. Lane informed me 
that he had had a conference with the United States Attorney 
and with the Judge, and that the Government had agreed to allow 
him to have access to the original Baltimore Documents and the 
original Government standards of Hiss typing for detailed examine-* 
tion and comparison with each other and with specimens from the 
so-called Hiss machine. Mr. Lane asked me to make suoh a de¬ 
tailed examination and comparison, with a view to seeing whether 
study of the originals would support any more positive conclusion 
than I had been able to reach on my earlier examination of the 
copies. 

The original documents were put at my disposal in Boston 
under FBI guard on April 1, 1952, and I have been allowed to m*ke 

„ * s 

an intensive study of them, and to take such photographs and 
measurements as I might wish. I have also been able to make a 
similar study of the original of Defendant^ Exhlbjlt TT. a letter 
apparently typed on the Hlas-Woodstook in 1933. For oomparieon 
purposes I have had a large, number of specimens furnished me as 

t 

having been typed on the so-called Hiss maohine (which I will oall 
?fN 230099 ) at various times and with varying ribbons and operators, 
from the date when the maohine was first discovered in April, 1949 , 
down to the present. 
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In studying and contrasting these three sets of doouments 
(Baltimore Doouments 5 - 47 ; the Hiss standards government's 
Exhibits 34 , 37 , 39 and 46 -B and Defendant’s Exhibit TT/^j speci¬ 
mens taken since April l6, 1949 , from #H 230099 ), I found many 
of them difficult to work from. The Baltimore Doouments were 
all on poor types of paper with inadequate sising and a high 
degree of absorbency. In many instances the ribbons were 
apparently moist. These faotors resulted in obspuring the exact 
characteristics of the type which might hare been observable on 
microscopic examination if the documents, had beeh on other kinds 
of paper. Two of the Hiss standards—Government Exhibits 34 and 
39 —are likewise Inadequate for comparison purposes; the latter 
is an inexpensive and extremely absorbent bond, and the former, 
though with a good sislng surface, has a highly Irregular 
surface conformation; and both are typed with a heavy, moist 
ribbon which further alters the measurements to such ah extent 
that precise comparisons are almost impossible. In this oonneo- 
r tion, I have noted that when Mr. Feehan, in his testimony at the 
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second trial, was illustrating to the Jury the ten similar 


characteristics which he said supported his opinion.that the ^ 
standards, he used letters appearing^iif these twq^lurreeT^c t f - n£< ^ t " l< ' 3 


ringAt 


1 oP , same machine typed both the Baltimore Doouments and the 

I 

1 Exhibits—Government Exhibits 34 and 39 ^to illustrate every one 

4 oa 

^ 137 or Defendant’s Exhibit TT. 

The only reliable oclmparlson I have found possible is 
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of his ten characteristics, with only two supporting references 
^rJ ! t0 Government Exhibit 46 -B, and rone at all to Government Exhibit 
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bet teen the three last-men 
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jfeioned standards, and the specimens 



I havq been furnished from] 

t/sp 


#N 230099 . On the basils of this 
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comparison I am now prepared to confirm the tentative Judgment 
I formed earlier on the basis of my study of a pjiotooopy of 
Government Exhibit 46-B. 


'Ain my opinion, #N230099 cannot be the same machine that 
typed Government Exhibits 37 and 46— B and Defendants Exhibit TT. 
I base this opinion upon certain differences in type impressions 
between many of the letters in the two sets of documents, these 
differences appearing with such a high degree of regularity as 
to preclude the possibility of their being due to variations of 

( ribbon, typing pressure, or other peculiarities of operation, 
and being of such a nature that differences in imprint cannot 
be due to age or wear on the machine. 


V 


On the other hand, I have not found it possible to form 


' a definite opinion as to whether the Baltimore Documents were 
, * / ■ 

. typed on #N 230099 » I.observe certain subtle details of difference, 
■ but these are of a kind which might quite possibly be due to the 
particular ribbons and the absorbent quality of the low grade of 
poorly sized paper which was used for the Baltimore Documents, 

The same is true of a comparison between the Baltimore Documents 

Ytf*' \<v5' 

and the Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT. As to these comparisons 


I can only say that the observable peculiarities in the type 
of the Baltimore Documents in my opinion more nearly resemble 
the peculiarities in the typing from #N 230099 than they do the 
peculiarities in the Hiss Standards which I used for comparison, 
I am attaching photographs Intended to illustrate the 
grounds for my opinion, Seizes A, C, E and F show comparisons, 
at 15X magnification, of the H y M , "t", "u M and "n” appearing in . 


Baltimore Document No. 10 was not included in the group of 
Baltimore Documents used for this study; 
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all three seta of documents. The particular Imprints which I 
hare chosen to photograph hare been selected not beeauae they 
were unusual,, but because after oareful study I found them 
typical examples, for photomlorographlc purposes, of the par¬ 
ticular peculiarities which I observe In these letters throughout 
the three sets of documents. Nor are these four letters the 

i 

only ones which could be used to Illustrate my opinion. The 
kinds of distortions which I have illustrated, particularly by 
the "u« and the M n", oould be equally well Illustrated by photo¬ 
graphic studies of many of the other characters on the keyboard. 

The photographs In Series B and D are enlargments of 
details of the "y H and H t" appearing In the three lets of docu¬ 
ments, at magnification 26X. The photomicrographs In 3 erles A—J* 
were made in the same way as those which were made for my 
earlier affidavit, except that polarised light was used for 
most of the photoralcrograrhs included with this 

SERIE3 A and B ' / ^ 

y. The clear-out sharp angles which are almost always apparent 

at the Juncture of the seriphs and the leg/of the small 

letter V in the Hiss Standards 46 - 4 , and TT are almost 

always blurred and indistinct in the Imprints of this letter 

by N230099. The left leg of the small letter H y" appears to 

meet the main staff of the letter at a! higher point In the 

Imprints of this letter In the Hiss Standards than In the 

imprints made by #9230099. This difference makes the 

descender of the small letter "y w longer in the Hiss Standards 

than it does in the imprints from #N230099. There is a break 

or cut In the type face of the terminal aro in the descender 

of the small letter "y" in //N230099 which' does not appear in 
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affidavit. 
















the other two set* of document#• This defect! helps to 
obscure the difference between the length of the descender 
of the V in the JN230099 machine and that of the "y" in 
the Hise Standards where the type face la continuous in 
this terminal curve. It also tend* to confuse micrometric 
comparisons between the letter "y" ae it appears in the 
Baltimore-Documents- and as it appears in specimens from 


#N230099. 



SERIES 0 and P 

The arc in the terminal curve of the small letter "t“ is 
wider in most of th* imprints of this letter in the Biss 
Standards 46-B, 37 and TT than in the Imprints of this 
letter by #N230099, and the line of the curve follows a 
different pattern. 





l 


SERIES B 

• * • 

u. The angles where the lower serlph and the loop, respectively, 
meet the right leg are different in the imprints of #H230099 
from those In the Hiss Standards 46*B, 37 ***4 H• 

SERIES T 

n. The differences between the imprints of this letter in the 
Hiss Standards 46-B, 37 and TT, and the Imprints in th* 
typing from #N230099, are most clearly shown in the angles 
where the seriphs meet the left and right leg and where 
the loop meets the left upright* 



Sworn to before me this 
J± ft day of April, 1952. 
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EXHIBIT I-B 


State of New Yobk. 

County of New York 

I, Elizabeth McCarthy, of Boston, Suffolk County, Massachusetts, 

on oath depose and say; 

- , , » 

I reside at 16 Porter Street and have an office at 40 Court Street, 
both in said Boston. 

I am a qualified examiner of questioned documents. 

I was graduated from Vassar College with a degree of A.B., from 
Simmons College, and from Portia Law School with a degree of JLL.B. 
/ I am an attorney at law. •. 

During the last sixteen years I have testified frequently in state 
and federal courts in many parts of the country in cases involving 
questioned handwriting, typewriting, inks, paper, rubber stamps, im¬ 
prints, et cetera. I have frequently been employed as a document 
expert by both federal and stafe prosecuting officials and law enforce¬ 
ment agencies, and pursuant to such employment have examined docu¬ 
ments, prepared reports, rendered expert opinions, and presented ex¬ 
pert testimony in court on behalf of both federal and state governments. 

I have lectured at various* law schools and before bar associations and 
banking groups on the subject Of document identification, and on the 
presentation of testimony on the subject. I have qualified as au expert 
in the examination of disputed typewritten documents in many courts 
in various jurisdictions and have been consulted by many judges of 
such courts. I am at present the document expert for the Police 
Department of the City of Boston and for the Massachusetts State 
Police. I have had occasion in many cases to make intensive studies 
of questioned typewriting and to make comparisons with samples taken 
from other machines. 

Heretofore, so far as I am aware, it has been the underlying as¬ 
sumption of all qualified document examiners, including myself, that 
•no two typewriters could ever, merely by accidental coincidence, make 
identical, impressions, and also that it, would be as a practical matter 
impossible to change or adapt any one machine to the extent necessary 
to. enable it to duplicate the product of another machine in all relevant 
respects. A's a consequence it has been the practice of document ex¬ 
aminers, however highly qualified, to concentrate their examination' 
upon the presence or absence of a substantial number of identical 
. peculiarities or irregularities in the questioned and known typing, in 
the belief that if any considerable number of such identical peculiarities 
' or irregularities was found there would be no possibility that even the 
laws of chance couid have produced such peculiarities in two separate 
machines. This evidently was the basis of the opinion given by the 
Government’s expert, Bamos C. Peehan, in his testimony at the second 
trial, since he testified solely as to the existence of ten specific identical 
' peculiarities in the type impressions in the two sets .of documents. It 
could not have, occurred to Mr. Peehan, any more than it would have 
occurred to any other qualified document examiner, that even a pos¬ 
sibility existed of a machine having been fabricated to such an extent 
of perfection as to be able to produce .as mafiy identical peculiarities 
of type as appeared in the two sets of documents. ‘ ■ 
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In the earlier part of this year I was consulted by Chester T. Lane, 
Esquire, attorney, of 70 Pine Street, New 1 York City. He told me he 
was conducting an experiment to determine whether it would as a prac¬ 
tical matter be possible to build a typewriter which would meet the 
standards of identity accepted by document examiners as grounds for 
a conclusion thqt a single machine had been used in two sets of docu¬ 
ments. He said he had for a long time been looking for a qualified 
expert who could assist in the experiment by checking the results but 
that all the experts he had so far talked to had refused to have any 
part of it. I said I doubted that such an experiment could in any 
large measure be successful, but I expressed my willingness to ex¬ 
amine the products of his experimental machine as 'the experiment 
continud, and to point out the respects in which the attempted duplica¬ 
tion had not yet been successful. In undertaking this assignment I had 
in mind that the profession of document examiners, as.- well as the 
public at large, were entitled to learn whether any such experiment 
could be successfully conducted, since if it could, general knowledge of 
the fact would be essential as a means of preventing large numbers of 
forgeries which otherwise might be successfully carried out. 

It was agreed that I should confine any examination to samples 
from the two machines without at any time inspecting the machines 
themselves, or any duplicates of their type; and my work throughout 
‘has been confined .to typed samples. 

The experiment has now been completed to the greatest extent 
possible in the time allowed. I am not prepared to say that the dupli¬ 
cation btween the two machines is even yet complete to the highest 
degree of accuracy, and, in fact I know that there are still a small 
number of characters sufficiently dissimilar so that in the light of the 
careful observation I have had occasion to give to samples from the 
two machines during the progress of the experiment I should myself 
find it possible to distinguish between the products of the two machines. 
Nevertheless, it is my opinion, based upon my long experience in 
methods of questioned document examination, that the duplication has 
progressed to such a degree that an expert in the field, however highly 
qualified, would find it difficult if not impossible to distinguish between 
samples from the two machines. 

I attach samples of the writing from the two machines, which I 
believe will demonstrate the soundness of this conclusion. I have a 
key showing which samples were made on which machine, and shall be 
glad to furnish it to the court should it be desired to check the accuracy 
of the results of any test to which the Government may Choose to sub¬ 
ject the samples. . . , ^ . ■ , 

I should add that even if it can be demonstrated that bay above 
conclusion is unfounded, it is my opinion as an expert in the examina¬ 
tion of questioned documents that the duplication has progressed to a 
point where any document examiner nqt forewarned (as anyone now 
examining these samples must necessarily be) that a deliberate attempt 
at duplication of machines had been made, would be deceived into 
thinking that all the samples were made on a single machine.. In 
particular, the success of the experiment shows that any such testi¬ 
mony as that given by the Government’s expert, Mr. Feehan, at the 
second trial, basing his conclusion of identity of machines on the iden- 
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tity of only ten characters in the two sets of. documents, is absolutely 
worthless. * 

Elizabeth MoCabtht 

Sworn to before me tins 
22nd day of January, 1952; 

Maegabet L.' BubTon 

Notary Public for the State of New York 
Qualified in New York County 
No. 31-0515250 

Certs. Piled with Co. Clks., Kings and 
Rockland and -with City Reg-s. N. Y. and Kings 
.Commission Expires March 30; 1953 

(Seal) ' 
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Copy for .'Dean Appleby 


st*~ c * 


Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 


AUGER HISS 

PRESIDENT 
S22 FIFTH AVENUE 
NEW YORK 18, NEW YORK 


CABLE ADDRESS: INTERPAX NEW YORK 
TELEPHONE! VANDERBILT 0-BS2S 


Hanoyer, New Hampshire 
August 19, 1947 


Dear Mr. White: 

When you called on the telephone last Ffriday 
afternoon I was with some one and so had the opportunity 
only of covering' the essential point of our desire to have 
you help us on the problems and on the basis yet and I 
had discussed at lunch. ‘ I wanted tov ith you a 
little more concretely than we had>at--4imcH^ 
on the writing end. I wasn’t aJ>&^t^M\each yoivby phone 
latter Friday afternoon and so Jk^send yoV\this scratch. 


I was very glad to fib 
Paul Appleby. That will facfl 
I think -I made clear 
1 have got our idea 
that will be made 
review by various 
follow August 25. 
precise as I woul 
(after it^iuagdef 
we by 

edito;£fai assistance 




you already knew 
tat&/good v/orking ’ relations, 
ch thAp^^ul, John Russell and 
llNfixed, subject to points 
25v\ session and in the 
geVycf the revisioh to 
, however, that I was so 


have been in a later talk 
you were available and 
as. to. the kind of 
we will need.. 


put, it isn’t a ghost-writing assignment 
-writ& job. Rather it’s advice in the re-writing 

Sllecting of suggestions made on August 25 
We will have a stenographer to help in 
__ "of the August 25 meeting and I realize that 
you will utilize that session largely to acquire background 
and to orient yourself in the field. Nonetheless I think 
it wouxd help greatly if you could attempt to keep notes of 
your own of the main suggestions made. This would supplement 
John Bussell’s notes as he will have to be free to participate 
with Paul fully in the substantive discussion, with the result 
that his notes may necessarily suffer. 

If in addition you and Paul and John can work out 
arrangements whereby you can atetua^l^ e jt|^^ 4 ^pr re-drafting 













'2 


AO 

8 


portions of the text .— in the introduction or recommendations — 
so much the better. ' But that must, I think, be left up. to Paul 
to decide as to the most efficient way of proceeding at the time 
when the three of you sit 1 down together- next Monday nig'ht or 
Tuesday morning after the session with the consultants. I’m 
sure, in any event, that you and Paul will work out arrangements 
that will be helpful to Paul iri the grind of getting this baby 
born. 

I*m going to ask Miss Sayre to make a copy of this to 
forward to Paul for his information so that we can all keep au 
courant of each other’s thinking. 

Cordially, 

ALGER -HISS 


Mr. Llewellyn White - 
92. Grove Street 
New fork 14 , New fork 
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